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IV.— ON THE NON-EXISTENCE OF yemi {yeimi), yehi 
(yeihi), yeiii, ETC. 

The first law in the decipherments and restorations of Zend 
Philology is to bring the Avesta language, so far as may be 
possible, into line with the Indian Vedic. As is known, the 
present writer so long ago as '87 in SBE XXXP advanced the 
opinion that among the signs of the Avesta Alphabet more than 
one retained the polyphonic force of its original Pahlavi. 

Up to that date, it should be stated for the benefit of those who 
do not study the Avesta, the Avesta alphabet was supposed to be 
wholly free from ambiguities. 

Conspicuous among the opinions held in view was this, that 
the Avesta-Pahlavi character, generally reproduced as e, or when 
lengthened, as e, was in some of its more important uses actually 
the Avesta-pahlavi characters generally reproduced zs y + a (or 
y + a). 

The clear and irrefutable case where the equivalent of this form 
is 'yd' (or 'jva') in the gen. sg. masc. neut. of nouns in the 'a' 
declension was brought forward illustrating the total error of 
rendering the sign as e in such supposed forms as the -ake re- 
ported for the gen. singular masc. neut. of the '«' declension,' 
and this was shown to possess convincing force as to other similar 
falsely reported usages. 

Among the various items which I have proposed from time to 
time were the very prominent verbal forms which I have placed 
in the heading. 

What I first presented was followed by Darmesteter and 
others ; and if these opinions be correct, then we must conclude 

> See also Zeitschrift D. M. G. '95, III Heft, '98, III, 1901, II. 

''-Ahe was strikingly irrational as a gen. sg. masc. neut. of the 'a' declen- 
sion, as much so as if we were obliged to account for an Indian -ase, in the 
place of -asya, in the most familiar of all terminations ; see also the Gathic 
■ahyd and the old Persian -ahya; there was never such a sound as -ahe in such 
a place as a gen. sing. masc. neut., and leading colleagues have assented to 
the remark. 
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that much light must be thrown by them upon still other forms 
of Avesta Grammar. 

As to the unsightly forms above mentioned with their irrational 
e in -yemi (yeimi), j/ehi (yeihi), etc., I should say that I once 
indeed surmised that the presence of these supposed e sounds in 
the terminations cited looked backwards towards the original 
Indogermanic 'e' which has thrust the Indian 'a' and 'a' for the 
moment aside from our consideration in our search for the 
original vowel sounds of the verbal terminations. But after we 
have seen that the once reported e sounds in the very familiar 
and important terminations of the gen. s. masc. and neut. have no 
existence whatsoever, and that they never had any place among 
real linguistic features in use by persons speaking their vernacular, 
we look for another explanation of the phenomena in the verbal 
terminations. And we soon see that the explanation of the origin 
of our forms there is similar to that pursued before. 

The character present in each of these cases of verbal termina- 
tion, as in many others (see below) positively arose from the 
misapprehension of a Pahlavi sign which indeed, as I hold (see 
below), may have expressed a + i which are the elements of 
an e, but which also still more prominently expressed and ex- 
presses y -\- a \n the original Pahlavi forms out of which our 
remarkable Avesta Alphabet was developed. So that the ter- 
minations which we have universally read as -yemi {-yeimi), -yehi 
{-yeiht), -yeiti, etc., etc. (much to the bewilderment of all who 
have given the matter interior attention) are the result of a com- 
plete mistake ; and of one quite as irrational as our supposed 
-ahe for a gen. sg. m. n. of the '«' declension, and perhaps even 
more offensive to the philological instinct, though this last might 
be saying too much. And this explanation is fully corroborated 
by the occasional usages of our Avesta text itself, which some- 
times leaves us no loophole to escape into our blunder ; for the 
Avesta itself sX times actually reads the normal forms -yami, -yahi, 
etc. fully in accordance with the Indian, see below on page 322. 
The sign which we have supposed to be f I in the yeimi (!) of the 
-ya verbs is simply -ya, a survival of the original familiar Pahlavi 
form without which -ya at one time could hardly have been 
written, and without which it could never have been naturally 
written. 

I do not produce the original characters here, as this might 
cause inconvenience or expense, but the reader will find them 
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used in the Zeitschrift of the German Oriental Society as cited in 
the note above.^ 

The first item which an objector should notice is that I am 
obliged to render our compositum as -ya for the first personals 
and as -ya for the 2d and 3d. To this we must say at once that 
uniformity in equivalence is precisely what we must not look for 
in the developments of these transitional forms, and above all not 
just here and in reference to this a and a, for the Avesta scholars 
of the early centuries were in fact just beginning to use the 
Pahlavi form which stands for long a as the Avesta form now 
used for the shortened a, as the equivalent of which it now stands, 
for they were just inventing all the now prevalent regular signs 
for the shortened vowels, they (the short vowels) having never 
before been expressed in writing, so far as we are now aware. 
All the short vowels (and not merely the short 'a', as in Indian) 
have been always inherent in the consonants of the Pahlavi 
Alphabet, save the ' a ' privative which has no consonant before it. 
The usage, therefore fluctuated, as a matter of course, at the 
formative, or reformative, period of reconstruction, when the 
Avesta Alphabet was just emerging from the Pahlavi. And the 
Avesta Alphabet partook and still partakes to some degree of 
the notorious characteristic of its parent, the Pahlavi Alphabet, 
which was polyphonic in the extreme. That the Avesta Alphabet 
partook only to a slight degree of this characteristic of its mother 
was all the more natural because it (the Avesta Alphabet) was 
especially invented for the purpose of removing the original and 
long prevalent ambiguities, though it could not be expected to 
have retained no lingering trace of the agitation. 

Another objection should be at once pointed out, which is that 
by this rectification we are left with a redundant '_)''. We have 
already here in our erroneous forms, -yeimi, etc. before us the 
fully written Avesta 'y ' of the -ya verb ; when therefore we 
decipher our character (until lately mistaken for an e} as being 
simply in fact our needed y -h a, an expected relic of Pahlavi 
usage, we have on our hands an additional unnecessary and 
redundant 'y'/ for beside the fully written Avesta 'y' we have 
our ancient compositum with the same 'y' in its meaning, which 
meaning is y-{- a (or 'y + a'). 

To this the answer is that here we have an instance of a 

^ As well as in my Gathas, Vol. II, and Ilia ; see also at many places in the 
Latin notes to the texts in Vol. I. 
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redundancy not nearly so irrational as some others which appear 
in the still halting Zend alphabetical forms, with our still more 
imperfect transcriptions of them. 

For our lingering and redundant 'y' was originally by no 
means so useless as one might at the first glance suppose. It was 
obviously left in its place in the endeavor to save us from the 
very error into which we have fallen. The intention to abandon 
the use of our compositum for y -V a (or 'j' + a') was beginning 
to be formed within the scattered schools of Avesta Philology, 
and an Avesta y ■\- a was purposely inserted before our character 
here to guide the readers against the coming use of this sign for 
e, which use was not applicable here in the first, second, and third 
personals of the -ya verbs, and therefore not to be written with 
that slight prolongation of one extremity which alone distinguishes 
the form at present known as 'f ' from its fellow character of the 
same shape ; that is to say, from the actual Pahlavi original of our 
y + d(or y + a) and from the same form when standing for ''s', sh. 

The fully expressed Avesta and later characters for jc + a were 
inserted to save us from writing 'ye', just as the otherwise so 
irrational 'a' was left before '«' in Daeva, etc. (as to which see 
Gathas Vol. Ilia, p. xv). This correctly written Avesta 'y' is a 
portion of that once wisely inserted 'ya ', and it has been left in the 
word like other fragments as d6bris, and just as also a now use- 
less and extinct 'a' has been left clinging to our sign for n, which 
originally represented an ' an '/ see also the unnecessary nasalism 
long a before m inySm =:ydm, etc. This last is especially useful 
as an illustration ; for the redundant nasalisation once pointed to 
the now so well expressed nasal ' m '. The a which originally 
stood after our redundant 'y' disappeared in consequence of its 
having been already and originally expressed in the sign which 
we have mistaken for an e (in the falsely deciphered yeimt). 

Or, vice versa, we might say (on the other hand) that the 
redundancy consists in the presence of the first half of this our 
sign till lately mistaken for 'e\ but which cannot possibly mean 
anything but y + a here ; so that we have in fact in either case a 
doubled '_y' upon our hands as in yydmi, yyahi, etc., just as we 
have a superfluous '«' in our sign for '«' which was originally 
'««', a superfluous anticipation of the nasahsation in our '«' for a 
before ' »»' in -yam, and in our 'a' before '|' in d{a)eva, etc. 

My answer is that we should simply do as our predecessors did 
with the superfluous a in our present sign for '«' which was 'an'; 
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we should in our transcriptions ignore and omit our first super- 
fluous sign for 'y ', or we should bracket it, as our form is -ydmi. 
There is most certainly no -yeimi (nor -yemi) whatsoever, nor 
ever were there such forms, nor is there any -yehi {-yethf), nor 
any -yeiti, nor -yeinti in any -ya verbs in the Avesta language. 
The words end in -y(y)dmi, -y(y)aAi, -y{y)aH, -y{y')anii ; see 
Indian -ydmi, -yasi, -yati, -yanti; and also the actual Avesta 
forms quite rationally written as -ydmi, -yahi, -yati, -yanii ; and 
all the forms should be so transcribed, if transcribed at all. 

Although wishing to avoid statistics here, I cannot refrain from 
citing Avesta 

jaihydmi zayayami zayaydhi 

frdvayami sao^aydhi pav'tyditi 

verezydmi frdvaydhi isudydmahi 

and the other nine (odd) forms of the first person pi.; so of the 
conjunctive e. g. iaurvaydma, etc. all read -ya in the -ya verbs. 



jaiByailti 


yanti 


syahti 


davayanii 


rdzayanti 


syantl 


yanii 







So of the third pi. med. all (?) the -ya verbs have -yanta, each 
form being perfectly rational. How could an ancient Iranian 
have said -ydmi at one moment like his Indian kinsman, and then 
this -yeimi at the next at the next (no dialectical influence being 
here present in any shape). 

P. S. — Objectors should not ask for instances of absolutely 
pure Pahlavi of an unequivocal character in the Avesta Alphabet ; 
yet we have these in the otherwise exclusively Pahlavi characters, 
in the compositum for k' (or ' hw', which in no sense requires the 
elevation of the v (or w) ). Both the signs are absolutely pure 
Pahlavi, and both are otherwise totally excluded from the Avesta 
Alphabet, which has but one and a different sign for ' A ' (though 
at times abbreviated) and but one and a different sign for this 
particular interior v (or ' w ') in other occurrences. 

University of Oxford, May, 1903. -L*. rl. iVlIL.L.b. 



